




1  前稿および本稿の議論は、岩田孝氏、谷貞志氏によって積み重ねられた多くの研究、Tom Tillemans氏
による PV 4（Tillemans 2000）の研究を踏まえながらも、とくに渡辺俊和氏からの情報提供と意見交換に










3.1ab: parārthānumānaṃ tu svadṛṣṭārthaprakāśanam）に従い、論証因が「自らが理解したもの」であること
をまず論じる。そこでサーンキヤ学派による「他者すなわち仏教徒によって理解された（paradṛṣṭa）論
証因」を用いた論証式「楽等あるいは理性は精神的なものではない、何故ならば生起するから、あるい






それは PV 4.12に読み取れる（pareṇāpy anyato gantum ayuktaṃ parakalpitaiḥ | prasaṅgo dvayasambandhād 
ekābhāve ’nyahānaye | |「他者［すなわち仏教徒］も［三種の論証因とは］別のものによって［所証を］
理解することはできない。［対して］他者によって構想された［諸属性］により、二つのものの結びつき
にもとづいて一方がなければ他方も否定される［ことへの理解の］ために帰謬がある。」）。ab句（pareṇāpy 
anyato gantum ayuktaṃ）を諸註釈はサーンキヤ側からの反論ととる（Tillemans 2000: 21f.参照）。
　本稿の目的は二つ、前稿（Yoshimizu 2016）の修正とダルマキールティ（Dharmakīrti, 






















実在にもとづいて他方［すなわち後者］に結びつけられているからである。(PVin 3: 4, 
4-9：yas tu paraparikalpitaiḥ prasaṅgaḥ, yathā [3] deśakālāvasthāviśeṣaniyataikadravyasaṃsar-
　 gāvyavacchinnasvabhāvāntaravirahād [1] anekavṛtter ekasya [2] na deśādiviśeṣavatānyena 
yogaḥ, [4] tathābhūtasvabhāvasya virodhād bhinnadeśādiyogena, [5] sa ekadharmopagame 
’paradharmopagamasandarśanārthaḥ. tadanabhyupagame cobhayanivṛttiḥ, vivekasya kartum 
aśakyatvāt, tasyānyatra vastutaḥ pratibandhāt.)
前稿で分析したようにこの帰謬論証は、[1] 他者によって構想された二つの属性（dhar-
ma）をもつ基体（dharmin）を主題（pakṣa）とする、 [2] その主題が異なった場所、時間な






3  前稿（Yoshimizu 2016: 1246）で “that which presents in a multitude were single”という訳を与えたが、
“presents”は “is present”に訂正されねばならない。さらに本稿では、この二つの属格を「［あなたが言
うところの］複数に存在し［かつ］単一であるものは」と主語として訳す。後述するように、ここで言










4  前稿では svabhāva を“self-existence”と訳した。属性ではなく、それ自身の存在を指すことを示したかっ
たためである。本稿では日本語にするに当たって一般的な訳語「自性」を用い、それに合わせて英語も
“self-nature”を使用するが、意味するところは同じである。
5  前稿で “A single entity has no other self-existence than itself”（pp.1248, 1249, 1250）という説明を与えたが、
























anvayavyatirekaに “positive and negative concomitants”（pp.1251, 1252）という訳を与えたが、これは単
純に“positive and negative concomitances”の誤りである。訂正したい。
7  ディグナーガは論証（sādhana）であれ論駁（dūṣaṇa）であれ、立論者と対論者両方に成立する
論証因が必要であると述べている。NM（PVSV 153, 19f.における引用、PsP 1: 190, 2f. に同様の
引 用 が あ る。MacDonald 2015: 136, n.272 参 照 ）: ya eva tūbhayaniścitavācī sa sādhanam dūṣaṇaṃ vā 
nānyataraprasiddhasaṃdigdhavācī punaḥ sādhanāpekṣatvād.「しかるに、両方［の論者］によって確認され
たものを述べるものだけが証明あるいは論駁であり、一方に［のみ］成立することや疑いを述べるも
のは［そうでは］ない。」; PS 3.12 [Katsura 2009: 160]: nāniṣṭer dūṣaṇaṃ sarvaṃ prasiddhas tu dvayor api | 






理解させるもの、という対比はあるので注意が必要である。PVin 3: 4,1ff.: uktaṃ ca － na kāryasvabhā-
vānupalambhaviśeṣebhyo ’paraṃ pratipattyaṅgam astīti. tad vasutaḥ siddhilakṣaṇam asiddhaṃ kim ātmanaḥ | 
pareṇāpy anyataḥ pratipattum ayuktam eva | | .「［我々は］また言った。『結果、自性、特定の非認識以外に
理解の要因はない。』実在にもとづき成立していることを特質とするそれ（pratipattyaṅga=hetu）が、どう
して［サーンキヤ］自身にとって成立しないであろうか［成立する］。他者［すなわち仏教徒］にとって
もまた、別の［証因］によって［所証の］理解はありえない。」また PV 4.11（liṅgaṃ svabhāvaḥ kāryaṃ 
vā dṛśyādarśanam eva vā | sambaddhaṃ vastutaḥ siddhaṃ tad asiddhaṃ kim ātmanaḥ | | ）参照。この議論は、
これとは別の理解の要因として、他者によって構想された属性による二つの属性の関係の理解を起こさ





所（PVin 3: 4, 4-6, 12）の英訳と和訳を付す。
 　1. 帰謬論証と主題所属性（pakṣadharmatā）、反対のことの証明（viparyayasādhana）


















　ディグナーガは『プラマーナサムッチャヤ』第 3章（以下 PS 3）で、帰謬論証が対論
者の主張命題と論証因にもとづく論駁であることを述べた後 10、それが主題所属性を充た
9  周知のように註釈者ダルモッタラはこれを非複数性（すなわち単一性）にもとづいて「普遍」(sāmānya) 
の非複数存在性を論証する帰謬還元論証と解釈する。一方、帰謬は、複数存在性にもとづいて「普遍」








10  PS 3.14 (Katsura 2009: 160; Kitagawa 1973: 485): hetupratijñādvāreṇa yatrāniṣṭiḥ prasajyate | taddvāreṇa 
prayogāt sa parihāra itīṣyate | |（イタリックは桂紹隆とそのチームによる還梵であることを示す。）
(Vasudhararakṣita訳 ) dam bca’ rtags kyi ngag gis gang | | mi ‘dod pa la thal ba rtsom | | de ni len zhes shes bya 
ste | | de yi sgo nas sbyor phyir ro | |; (Kanakavarman訳 ) dam bca’ gtan tshigs sgo nas ni | | gang zhig mi ‘dod 
thal ‘gyur | | de sgo nyid nas thal ba’i phyir | | de ni lan zhes shes par bya | |. 拙稿（Yoshimizu 2013: 433, n.47）












　　(PS 3.17: na hy ayam āvītaḥ | yasmāt
 　　prasaṅgo ’pakṣadharmatvād anyo hetupratijñayoḥ | | 











11  この箇所の読みと文脈についてはWatanabe forthcoming参照。また渡辺俊和氏より丁寧な教示をいた
だいたことに感謝申し上げたい。この修正ヴァージョンはMacDonald 2015: 54, n.120にすでに引用され
ている。
12  イタリックは還梵であることを示す。Watanabe forthcomingは PS 3の偈の新しい数え方を提案し、こ
の偈を 16cd-17abとする。(Vasudhararakṣita訳 ) ’di ni bsal te ’ongs pa ma yin te | gang gi phyir | thal ‘gyur 
phyogs chos can min phyir | | khas blangs sngon du song ba las | | de bzhan (D de bzhin) rtags dang dam bca’ 
yi | | skyon brjod sun ‘byin du shes bya | |; (Kanakavarman訳 ) ’di ni bsal te ’ongs pa ma yin te | gang gi phyir | 
thal ‘gyur phyogs chos can min phyir | | sngon du khas blangs yod na ni | | rtags dang dam bca’ gzhan dag la | | 
skyon brjod sun ‘byin shes par bya | |. 旧稿（Katsura 2009: 160）では次のように復元されていた。prasaṅgo 
’pakṣadharmatvāt pūrvatropagame sati | hetupratijñayos teṣāṃ doṣoktyā dūṣaṇaṃ gatam | |.
13  PSṬ（B123a2ff. 渡辺氏の教示による）参照 : na hy ayam āvītaḥ. katham ity āha － yasmād ityādi. āvīto 
hi pakṣadharma iti pratipāditam. ayaṃ tu prayogo yasmād apakṣadharmatvād āvītād anyaḥ. tasmān nāyam 
āvītaḥ. kas tarhy ayam ity āha － dūṣaṇam iti. kasyety āha － hetupratijñayor iti. kathaṃ punar jñāyate 
dūṣaṇam etad ity āha － doṣoktyeti. doṣāvikṣkaraṇenety arthaḥ. uktiśabdo ’tra bhāvasādhanaḥ. sā ca doṣoktiḥ. 
pūrvābhyupagame sati bhavatītīdam uktam － pūrvatropagame satīti.　先行するサーンキヤ学派の pradhāna
の存在をめぐる議論についてはWatanabe forthcomingに詳しく紹介されている。
14  āvīta式についてはWatanabe 2013, Kano 1999, Franco 1999など参照。
15  PS 3.16 (Katsura 2009: 158, Watanabe 2013: 1229) 参照 : hetvabhāvaprasaṅgas tu yatrāvītena kathyate | sa 























16  帰謬論証［引用 A］の提示に続く以下の文章は、ダルマキールティが主題所属性の欠如を認め、それ
でも遍充関係は成立することを述べたものと考えられる。PVin 3: 4, 10-12: katham idānīm asambhavino 













の arthaを註釈してダルマキールティは「概念によって付託されたものは論証因ではない」（PVin 3: 7, 1: 
anarthaḥ khalv api kalpanāsamāropito na liṅgam ad PVin 1cd: āgamāt paradṛṣṭaṃ na sādhanaṃ nāpy anarthataḥ）
と述べている（cf. PV 4.13: tad arthagrahaṇaṃ śabdakalpanāropitātmanām | aliṅgatvaprasiddhyartham arthād 
arthaprasiddhitaḥ | | ）。上の答えの文に arthaの語は現れないが、それは単に省略されているだけであれ
ば、帰謬の論証因と帰結が arthaであることを示唆していることになる。それらは「（当該の主題に）あ
り得ない」（asambhavin）としても「概念によって付託されたもの」ではない、つまり「実在に根拠をも






















る。（PVin 3: 6, 6-8: ekasya tu yathoktasvabhāvāntaravirahopagamād eva bhinnadeśādibhir 




































17  tadabhāva, tadbhāvaにおける tadが指示するものは、相互排除の矛盾の場合、同一のものと解釈するの
が妥当である。この直前にダルマキールティは二種の矛盾（virodha）を挙げる（PVin 3: 6, 4ff., 付録参照）。













19  注 9参照。ダルモッタラが［引用 A］の帰謬論証をなぜ還元論証としたのか、その理由は筆者には
明らかではないが（注 21参照）、彼が［引用 C］を帰謬論証と解釈しているのか、それとも還元論証
と解しているのかも次の註釈からは判断し難い。PVinṬ Ms.11a1-3（渡辺氏の校訂に従う）: bhavatas 
tarhi kathaṃ gamakāv ity āha ̶ ekasya tv iti. yathoktaṃ saṃsargāvyavacchinnaṃ yat svabhāvāntaraṃ, 
tena virahād eva bhinnā deśādayo yeṣāṃ dravyāṇāṃ tair yogābhāvaḥ. kutaḥ. tad iti svabhāvāntarābhāvasya 
tadbhāvasya cānyonyasya vyavacchedena sthitaṃ rūpaṃ tattvena virodhāt. nānādeśādiyogo hi pūrvavan 
nānātvena vyāptaḥ. ekasya ca nānātvābhāvaḥ. nānātvaṃ cānekavṛttāv astīti gamakaḥ prasaṅgaḥ. tadgamakatve 
ca viparyayahetur api gamaka ukto bhavatīti punar noktaḥ.

























起の否定がなされる。（PVin 3: 6,2f.: ihāpi yadi viparyayeṇaivam anityatotpattiniṣedhaḥ 
kriyate.）
サーンキヤ学派が最初に提示したのは推論式「楽等あるいは理性は精神的なものでは
ない、何故ならば生起するから、あるいは無常だから、色等のごとし」（PVin 3: 1, 9f. : 










































 　上記の帰謬論証［引用 A］［引用 C］のいずれも表現に仮言的要素はない。だが、ダル
マキールティはそのような表現も用意している。
　　 ［引用 D］「もしそのようであればこのようにもなろう、あるいはどちらでもない」
と言って二つの属性の結びつきを示すからである。（PVin 3: 5,7f.: yady evam idam api 
syān na vobhayam iti dharmayoḥ sambandhopadarśanāt.）
帰謬論証［引用 A］に当てはめれば、「もし複数に存在するものが単一ならば、場所等
が異なる他のものとは結びつかないことになろう。あるいは両方ではない（すなわち
他のものと結びつくならば単一ではないことになろう）。」（*yady anekavṛttim ekaṃ na 






22  注 2参照。




































2.1　abyupagama / upagama, yuktikṛta, parigraha, parīkṣā / vicāra
　ディグナーガは［引用 B］で、対論者の主張命題と論証因を一度承認した上で
（pūrvatropagame sati）論駁すると述べている。このように他者によって構想されたものを





























されるべき］ではない、というのである。（PVin 3:5,1-7: nanu tathāpy asiddhir hetoḥ 
pratijñāyāś cābhyupetādibādhā, svayam abhyupagamāntarāvasthānāt. [1] na, parīkṣākāle 
kasyacid anabhyupagamāt. sa yam arthaṃ pratipadyate, taṃ pratipadyamāno ’param 
api sāmarthyāyātam abhyupagacchati, prabhābhyupagame pradīpābhyupagamavad iti 
pratipattir eva sā, na darśanāntarāvasthitasya doṣodbhāvanam. sa hi tasyopagamakālaḥ. 
tatra yāvān artho yuktisāmarthyād āpatati, sa sarvo ’bhyupagantavyaḥ, na vā kaścid iti.）（下
線は筆者による。）
25  Yoshimizu 2016: 1250参照。ダルマキールティにとって「仮の承認」（abhyupagama）は、超感覚的な
もの（atyantaparokṣa）を主題とする「聖典にもとづく推論」（āgamāpekṣānumāna）においても重要な役
割を果たすことがMoriyama 2013に論じられている。
26  PVin 3: 4, 10-12（注 16に引用）に続く（付録参照）。 
27  二つの属性の関係すなわち遍充関係による帰結の「理解」（pratipatti）であり、推論式における「所証


























（PVin 3: 5, 7-6, 1: [2] nāpy asiddhādayaḥ, [2.1] yady evam idam api syān na vobhayam iti 
dharmayoḥ sambandhopadarśanāt. ekāntaparigrahe syād eṣa doṣaḥ. [2.2] na vā sati hetau, 
yuktiprāptasyāvaśyaṃ parigrahārhatvāt. na cābhyupagamo yuktibādhane samartha iti 
vakṣyāmaḥ. abhyupagataikadharmaṇo ’vaśyam aparābhyupagamo yuktikṛta iti. [2.3] asati 
tu hetau maulasya hetor vyāpyavyāpakabhāvasādhanaprakāra eṣaḥ, na viparyayasādhanam, 
hetor apramāṇatvāt.）（下線は筆者による。）




28  この部分は前稿（Yoshimizu 2016: 1250）で論じた通りであるが、若干の修正を加える。論証因には、
主題が仏教徒にとって成立しない場合「基体不成立」（āśrayāsiddha）の過失、それ自身が主題属性とし
て成立しない場合等において「不成因」（asiddhahetu）の過失が該当する。





























(PVin 3: 6, 11f.: siddhāntopagamanibandhaneṣu vicāraprastāveṣu, anyathābhyupagamya 
vicārāyogāt.)
30  前稿（Yoshimizu 2016: 1251）において maulahetuは帰謬還元式の論証因に限定されるものではなく、
帰謬論者「自らが理解したこと（svadṛṣṭa）に根ざす」論証因ではないかと論じた。だが、maulaの語に
svadṛṣṭaの意味を読み込む必要はないと今は考える。もちろんそれは論証因である以上「自ら理解された





推測される。PVin 3: 2, 5f.: tan nābhyupagamāt parīkṣāvṛttiḥ, api tu parīkṣāyā abhyupagama iti na paropagatena 
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Appendix: English and Japanese translations of PVin 3, p.4, l.4 – p.6, l.1232
(1) Statement of consequence (4, 4-9) 
yas tu paraparikalpitaiḥ prasaṅgaḥ, yathā [3] deśakālāvasthāviśeṣaniyataikadravyasaṃsargā-
vyavacchinnasvabhāvāntaravirahād [1] anekavṛtter ekasya [2] na deśādiviśeṣavatānyena yogaḥ, 
[4] tathābhūtasvabhāvasya virodhād bhinnadeśādiyogena, [5] sa ekadharmopagame ’paradhar-
mopagamasandarśanārthaḥ. tadanabhyupagame cobhayanivṛttiḥ, vivekasya kartum aśakyatvāt, 
tasyānyatra vastutaḥ pratibandhāt. 
In contrast [to formal inference by means of three kinds of logical reason],33 it is [a statement 
of] consequence that is [formulated] by means of [the properties] constructed by the other. For 
instance:
　　 [1] That which [according to you] is present in a multitude and single [2] would not unite 
with another [substance] in a different place, etc., [3] because it lacks another self-nature 
that is not qualified by the unification with a single substance restricted to a particular 
place, time and state, [4] for it is contradictory that that which has such a [single] self-
nature unites with [another thing in] a different place, etc. 
The [statement of consequence] aims to show that when one property is accepted, the other 
property is [necessarily] accepted. And when the [latter] is not accepted, both are negated, be-
cause they cannot be separated from each other. This is because the [former] is substantially 











32  Here I have revised my previous English translation in Yoshimizu 2016.
33  Cf. PVin 3: 4,1ff. and PV 4.11-12 cited in n.2 and n.8 above. My previous interpretation (Yoshimizu 2016: 
1252, n.3) of the word tu as “on the contrary” in the sense that prasaṅga is formulated by the conceptual 
constructs by the other on the contrary to a formal inferential proof by means of that which is understood by the 




(2) Answer to an objection to the understanding of an impossible state of affairs (4, 10-12)
katham idānīm asambhavino ’rthasya pratipattir iti cet. so ’pi tatrāsambhavī yo ’sambhavinā 
vyāpta iti tadabhyupagame ’paro niyataprāptir iti durnivāraḥ.
[Objection:] In this case, how [can] be [such] an impossible state of affairs understood?
[Answer:] A [state of affairs] that is prevaded by an[other] impossible [state of affairs] is also 
impossible [to occur] in that [which is considered to be present in a multitude as well as single]. 
Therefore [i.e., for there is a pervasion between them], it is irrefutable that when one is accepted 






(3) Answers to objections to the statement and logical reason (5, 1-6, 1) 
nanu tathāpy asiddhir hetoḥ pratijñāyāś cābhyupetādibādhā, svayam abhyupagamāntarāvasthānāt. 
[1] na, parīkṣākāle kasyacid anabhyupagamāt. sa yam arthaṃ pratipadyate, taṃ pratipadyamāno 
’param api sāmarthyāyātam abhyupagacchati, prabhābhyupagame pradīpābhyupagamavad iti 
pratipattir eva sā, na darśanāntarāvasthitasya doṣodbhāvanam. sa hi tasyopagamakālaḥ. tatra 
yāvān artho yuktisāmarthyād āpatati, sa sarvo ’bhyupagantavyaḥ, na vā kaścid iti.
[2] nāpy asiddhādayaḥ, [2.1] yady evam idam api syān na vobhayam iti dharmayoḥ 
sambandhopadarśanāt. ekāntaparigrahe syād eṣa doṣaḥ. [2.2] na vā sati hetau, yuktiprāptasyāvaśyaṃ 
parigrahārhatvāt. na cābhyupagamo yuktibādhane samartha iti vakṣyāmaḥ. abhyupagataikadharmaṇo 
’vaśyam aparābhyupagamo yuktikṛta iti. [2.3] asati tu hetau maulasya hetor vyāpyavyāpakabhāvasādha
naprakāra eṣaḥ, na viparyayasādhanam, hetor apramāṇatvāt.
[Objection:] Even so, the logical reason is not established and the thesis is invalidiated by, for 
instance (ādi), what is accepted [by the Buddhist], because [the Buddhist] himself rests on a 
different acceptance.
[Answer:] [1] It is not the case [that the Buddhist rests on a different acceptance], because at the 
time of an investigation no one has an acceptance. [When] one understands a state of affairs, 
understanding this [state of affairs], one also accepts the other [state of affairs] that is obtained 
indirectly in the same manner that one accepts [the existence of] a lamp when one accepts [the 
existence of] light. Hence, this is none other than an understanding, not the blame of a fault of 
one who rests on a different view, because this is the time of acceptance for him [i.e., one who 
has investigated]. In that situation, whatever state of affairs is obtained by virtue of a rational 
argument should be accepted. Or [if it is not by virtue of a rational argument] any [state of 




[2] [The logical reason’s fault of] being non-established and so on does not occur, [2.1] because 
it shows the relation between two properties by [the formula], “If it were so, then it would also 
follow that ... ; or both would be impossible.” The fault would occur if one fully approved one 
of [the two properties]. [2.2] And (vā), when a logical reason is present, [the fault does] not 
[occur], because what[ever] is obtained by a rational argument necessarily deserves to be fully 
approved. We would also like to say that the acceptance [of a dogmatic position] is not capable 
of invalidating a rational argument. One who accepts one property necessarily accepts the other 
[property], [for] the [acceptance] is made by a rational argument. [2.3] When a logical reason is 
not present, however, this [presentation of the relation between the two properties, i.e., this for-
mula] is an [alternative] manner of the proof ̶which belongs to a proper logical reason34̶ of 
the relation between the pervading and pervaded. This is not a proof of the opposite [of the op-




















34  I would like to revise the interpretation of maulahetu (i.e., maulasya hetor) in my previous paper (Yoshimizu 
2016: 1251) as “an independent logical reason that roots in his own understanding.” Although the maulahetu 
must be that which is understood by the proponent himself (svadṛṣṭa), the word maula does not have the 
meaning of “having a root in his own understanding.” Now I interpret maulahetu in the sense of “a proper 
logical reason that should be stated.” Dharmakīrti added the adjective maula to hetu presumably in order to 







(4) Fault in the Sāṅkhya’s statement of consequence (6, 2-6) 
ihāpi yadi viparyayeṇaivam anityatotpattiniṣedhaḥ kriyate, na kaścid evaṃ karoti. na ca śakyam 
evaṃ kartum, caitanyenānayor virodhāsiddheḥ prasaṅgaviparyayasādhanayor agamakatvāt. 
ekasya bhāve ’vikalakāraṇasya prāg bhavato ’bhāvād virodhaḥ, parasparaparihārasthitalakṣaṇata-
yā vā. na cāyam utpattivināśābhyāṃ caitanyasya prasidhyati.
If [you say that] with regard to this [Sāṅkhya’s proof statement] too, the negation of the 
impermanence and origination [of the intellect] is likewise [i.e., in the way of prasaṅga] made 
by means of the opposite [of the property to be proven, i.e., being mental], no one makes 
such, nor is capable to do so, because, since no incompatibility is established between [the 
property of] being mental and the two [properties of impermanence and origination], neither 
the statement of consequence nor the proof of the opposite cause the understanding [of the 
negation]. Incompatibility is [established] from [the fact that] when one [thing] comes to exist, 
that which has previously come to exist having a complete cause becomes absent; or [it is estab-
lished] as that which has the characteristic of being established by mutual exclusion. And yet (ca), 
the [incompatibility] does not hold between [the property of] being mental and the [properties 










(5) Negation based on incompatibility and acceptance after examination (6, 6-12)
ekasya tu yathoktasvabhāvāntaravirahopagamād eva bhinnadeśādibhir yogābhāvaḥ, tadabhāvasya 
tadbhāvasya cānyonyaparihārasthitalakṣaṇatvena virodhāt.
ayam eva cācāryair avayavipratiṣedhādiṣu bahumukhair upanyāsair ekatvānekavṛttyor virodhāt 
tathāvidhasvabhāvaniṣedhaḥ kriyate. viruddhayor ekopagamasyāparatyāganāntarīyakatvān 





[In our statement] on the contrary, [the negation based on incompatibility holds as follows:] that 
which [according to you] is single has no uniﬁcation with [that which is] in a different place and 
so on, precisely because it is accepted that [such a single entity] lacks the aforementioned other 
self-nature, for there is an incompatibility characterized as being established by mutual exclu-
sion between the absence of the [unification with many substances] and the presence of the 
[uniﬁcation with many substances] [i.e., the presence in a multitude].
Exactly this is [the negation] that [earlier] teachers have also done as the negation of this kind 
of nature [i.e., the nature of being single as well as present in a multitude] when negating en-
tirety (avayavin) and so on with various instances on the ground of the incompatibility between 
[the properties of] being single and present in a multitude. Because the acceptance of one from 
two incompatible [properties] subsumes the abandonment of another, that which bears the two 
properties never exists. Thus (iti), [they examined and then negated], for, in [their] compositions 
on the acceptance of an established position which is preceded by examination, it is impossible 

















Dharmakīrti’s Statement of Consequence (prasaṅga) Revisited
Chizuko YOSHIMIZU 
Summary
The present paper aims to reinterpret Dharmakīrti’s statement of consequence (prasaṅga) that 
appears in his Pramāṇaviniścaya 3 (PVin 3: 4, 4-9, see Appendix (1)), revising my previous 
paper on the same subject (Yoshimizu 2016). The main points I have discussed anew are the 
followings:
ⅰ　 Dharmakīrti presents this prasaṅga statement as that which is formulated by means of the 
properties constructed by the other (paraparikalpita) in contrast to a formal inferential 
proof (anumāna) endowed with either svabhāva-, kārya-, or anupalabdhihetu. Cf. footnotes 
2 and 8.
ⅱ　 Following Dignāga’s view that both proof (sādhana) and refutation (dūṣaṇa) need a logical 
reason that is established for both parties, Dharmakīrti sets forth in his prasaṅga statement 
a logical reason that is established for both parties (i.e., “it lacks another self-nature that is 
not qualiﬁed by the uniﬁcation with a single substance restricted to a particular place, time 
and state”), though it is the property borrowed from the other.
ⅲ　 This prasaṅga also works as an indirect proof of the opposite (viparyayasādhana) of the 
other’s thesis. The opposite of the other’s thesis here means that that which is present in a 
multitude and single is impossible, or never exists. This can be proven on the basis of the 
pervasion in terms of positive and negative concomitances, i.e., “whatever is single cannot 
be present in a multitude,” and “whatever is present in a multitude cannot be single.” 
ⅳ　 Dharmakīrti, in my view, intends to show that a prasaṅga reasoning works as a kind of 
inference-for-others (parārthānumāna) in terms of both refutation and indirect proof if it 
is endowed with a proper logical reason. Hence, he does not seem to think it necessary to 
reformulate the prasaṅga into a formal inferential proof or prasaṅgaviparyaya. 
ⅴ　 With regard to “acceptance” (abhyupagama / upagama), though it is understood to refer 
to a dogmatic acceptance or the tentative acceptance of the opponent’s presupposition, 
Dharmakīrti’s emphasis seems to be on it that an acceptance should be gained equally by 
both parties only after examination (parīkṣā, vicāra) through argument (yukti).
ⅵ　 This means that both parties should justly accept the consequence through the examination 
that the consequence necessarily follows the acceptance of the logical reason, because the 
pervasion is established in reality.   
* The English and Japanese translations of Dharmakīrti’s discussion on prasaṅga in PVin 3 (p.4, 
l.4 – p.6, l.12) are given in Appendix above. I have added the revisions of my previous reading 
in footnotes to the body of the present paper and the Appendix.
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